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DETAILED ACTION 
Priority 

1 . Receipt is acknowledged of papers submitted under 35 U.S.C. 1 19(a)-(d), which papers 
have been placed of record in the file. 

Information Disclosure Statement 

2. The references listed in the Information Disclosure Statement submitted on 05/16/2006 
have been considered by the examiner (see attached PTO-1449). 

3. The information disclosure statement (regarding Cite No 1-5) filed 01/05/2005 fails to 
comply with 37 CFR 1.98(a)(3) because it does not include a concise explanation of the 
relevance, as it is presently understood by the individual designated in 37 CFR 1 .56(c) most 
knowledgeable about the content of the information, of each patent listed that is not in the 
English language. It has been placed in the application file, but the information referred to 
therein has not been considered. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 
The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the subject 
matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

4. Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing 
to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the 
invention. 
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Regarding claim 5, the limitation "pressing the function key a further time to 
acknowledge the verbal input of a plurality of parameters" conflicts with the limitation 
"separate function and parameter keys for the manual input are provided to acknowledge the 
verbal input of the function and to acknowledge the further verbal input of the parameters, 
respectively" in the parent claim 3, so as being indefinite. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such 
that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having 
ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in 
which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 1-2 and 8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over KIST et 
al. (US 6871 179 Bl) hereinafter referenced as KIST in view of MORGAN et al. (US 6937984 
Bl) hereinafter referenced as MORGAN. 

As per claim 1, KIST discloses 'method and apparatus for executing voice commands 
having dictation as a parameter' (title), comprising: 

"entering the function of the instruction as a verbal input via the voice recognition 
system" (col. 2, lines 56-63, 'receiving (entering) a user input corresponding to the spoken 
utterance (verbal input)', 'this input is processed to identify a pattern of word formatting the 
spoken utterance which matches a predetermined command pattern (function)'); 
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"entering the parameters of the instruction as a further verbal input via the voice 
recognition system" (col. 2, lines 65-68, 'the one or more parameters are extracted from words 
contained in a dictation portion of the voice command'). 

But, KIST does not expressly disclose "acknowledging the verbal input of the function 
of the instruction via the manual input". However, this feature is well known in the art as 
evidenced by MORGAN who, in the same field of endeavor, discloses 'speech command input 
recognition system for interactive computer display with speech controlled display of recognized 
commands' (title), teaching that 'most current voice (speech) recognition systems provide some 
form of visual feedback which permits the user to confirm (acknowledge) that the computer 
understands his speech utterances' and 'at some stage, the interactive user is required to make 
some manual input' (col. 2, lines 21-32); providing 'visual feedback' in a 'voice recognition 
system' for 'confirming the recognition of command' (col. 2, lines 40-46); 'user is capable of 
inputting visual information to the system through the keyboard or mouse (manual input) in 
addition to speech input' (col. 4, lines 22-23); and 'the visual feedback of displayed commands' 
(col. 4, lines 47-64). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to modify KIST by providing manual input for confirming 
recognized speech, as taught by MORGAN, for the purpose (motivation) of handling possible 
recognition errors and/or conforming the accuracy of spoken commands (MORGAN: col. 2, 
lines 17-18 and 40-41). 

As per claim 2 (depending on claim 1), the rejection is based on the same reason 
described for claim 1, because the rejection for claim 1 covers the same or similar limitation(s) 
as claim 2. 
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As per claim 8 5 it recites computer system. The rejection is based on the same reason 
described for claim 1 , because the claim recites the same or similar limitation(s) as claim 1 , 
except the limitation "a computer; a display screen connected to the computer to display 
information, a microphone connected to the computer, and a manual input provided at least in a 
vicinity of the display screen and connected to the computer". However, these features are 
further disclosed by KIST (Fig. 1, blocks 10, 26, 22, 18 and 20). 

6. Claims 3-5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over KIST in view 
of MORGAN as applied to claim 1, and further in view of CHAVES (US 6510414 Bl). 

As per claim 3 (depending on claim 2), even though KIST in view of MORGAN 
discloses that 'the parameter' from 'the spoken utterances' is 'separate from the pattern of words 
matching the command pattern' (KIST: abstract), and providing 'manual input' for confirming 
(acknowledging) (MORGAN: see claim 1), KIST in view of MORGAN does not expressly 
disclose "separate function and parameter keys. . . to acknowledge the verbal input. . . 
respectively". However, the feature of a function key associated with certain data entry is well 
known in the art as evidenced by CHAVES who, in the same field of endeavor, discloses 'speech 
recognition assisted data entry system and method' (title), teaching that 'speech recognition 
system may highlight the (recognizable) characters corresponding to a specific data entry field', 
'a function key may be associated with a particular data entry field data entry application' in a 
speech recognition system (col. 5, lines 51-56); and providing activating/deactivating speech 
recognition and providing functionality of 'edit characters input into data entry application 
(manual input)'(Fig. 3, locks 124-130). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of 
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ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to recognize that additional function 
key(s) is/are available on a computer keyboard for entering different input information and/or 
triggering some event (such as inputting data and/or activating/deactivating mode), and to 
modify KIST in view of MORGAN by providing a function key associated with a particular data 
entry field, as taught by CHAVES, for the purpose (motivation) of increasing accuracy and 
flexibility for a speech recognition assisted data entry system (CHAVES: col. 1, lines 67 to col. 
2, line 4). 

As per claim 4 (depending on claim 3), the rejection is based on the same reason 
described for claim 3, because the rejection for claim 3 covers the same or similar limitation(s) 
as claim 4, wherein it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to recognize that additional function key(s) is/are available on computer 
keyboard and used for entering different information, as state above, including acknowledging 
multiple parameters. 

As per claim 5 (depending on claim 3), as best understood in view of the rejection under 
35 USC 1 12 2 nd (see above), the rejection is based on the same reason described for claim 3, 
because the rejection for claim 3 covers the same or similar limitation(s) as claim 3, wherein it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
recognize that a specific key (interpreted as function key or parameter key), such as "space" or 
"enter" can be used multiple times for entering data, including parameters. 
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7. Claims 6-7, 9-1 1 and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
KIST in view of MORGAN as applied to claims 1 and 8, and further in view of L'ESPERANCE 
(US 2002/0055844 Al) hereinafter referenced as L'ESPERANCE. 

As per claim 6 (depending on claim 1), KIST in view of MORGAN does not expressly 
disclose "an operator screen is provided that overlays keys for the manual input utilizing a 
software program". However, the feature of a function key associated with a particular data 
entry field is well known in the art as evidenced by L'ESPERANCE who, in the same field of 
endeavor, discloses 'speech user interface for portable personal devices' (title), comprising 'PDA 
(personal digital assistant)' including 'automatic speech recognition module to provide dynamic 
response and feedback to the user's commands' and 'support visual display. of any spoken 
information' (paragraph (hereinafter referenced as p)14); providing 'touch screen' (p55-59); 
'interface display (operator screen)' including options of 'speech preferences menu', 'entries 
may be done with a virtual keyboard using a stylus' (p67); which necessarily and/or inherently 
includes overlaying keys and using software program as claimed. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify KIST in 
view of MORGAN by providing touch screen including virtual keyboard (including overlaying 
keys) for entering information, as taught by L'ESPERANCE, for the purpose (motivation) of 
supporting visual display of any spoken information (L'ESPERANCE: pi 4). 

As per claim 7 (depending on claim 1), the rejection is based on the same reason 
described for claim 6, because the rejection for claim 6 covers the same or similar limitation(s) 
as claim 7, wherein combined teachings with 'the visual feedback of displayed commands' 
(MORGAN: col. 4, lines 47-64) can be read on the claim. 
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As per claim 9 (depending on claim 8), the rejection is based on the same reason 
described for claim 6, because the rejection for claim 6 covers the same or similar limitation(s) 
as claim 9, wherein 'microphone module' in the PDA disclosed by L'ESPERANCE (Figs. 1-2) 
can be read on the claim. 

As per claim 10 (depending on claim 8), the rejection is based oh the same reason 
described for claim 6, because the rejection for claim 6 covers the same or similar limitation(s) 
as claim 9, wherein 'virtual keyboard using a stylus' on 'the user interface display' disclosed by 
L'ESPERANCE (p67) is read on the claimed "pressure sensitive foil applied to the display 
screen". 

As per claim 11 (depending on claim 8), the rejection is based on the same reason 
described for claim 6, because the rejection for claim 6 covers the same or similar limitation(s) 
as claim 9, wherein 'PDA' disclosed by L'ESPERANCE can be read on the claimed "a manually 
operable mobile input unit". 

As per claim 15 (depending on claim 1 1), the rejection is based on the same reason 
described for claim 9, because the claim recites the same or similar limitation(s) as claim 9. 

8. Claims 12-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over KIST in 
view of MORGAN and L'ESPERANCE as applied to claim 1 1, and further in view of 
WOODWARD (US 2002/0123893 Al). 

As per claim 12 (depending on claim 1 1), KIST in view of MORGAN and 
L'ESPERANCE does not expressly disclose "the mobile input unit is coupled with the computer 
via a cable". However, the feature is well known in the art as evidenced by WOODWARD who, 
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in the same field of endeavor, discloses 'processing speech recognition errors in an embedded 
speech recognition system' (title), comprising 'the embedded speech recognition system (PDA or 
palm computer — corresponding to the mobile input unit) and the remote training system 
(corresponding to the computer) through communication link' including 'wireless or wireline 
technologies. . .such as infrared. . .Bluetooth,. . .direct cable' (Fig. 1 and p20). Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
modify KIST in view of MORGAN and L'ESPERANCE by providing communication to a 
computer system through wireless or wireline, such as infrared or cable, as taught by 
WOODWARD, for the purpose (motivation) of processing and correcting speech 
misrecognitions by using suitable communications system (WOODWARD: abstract and p20). 

As per claim 13 (depending on claim 1 1), the rejection is based on the same reason 
described for claim 12, because the rejection for claim 12 covers the same or similar limitation(s) 
as claim 13. 

As per claim 14 (depending on claim 13), the rejection is based on the same reason 
described for claim 12, because the rejection for claim 12 covers the same or similar limitation(s) 
as claim 14. 

Conclusion 

9. Please address mail to be delivered by the United States Postal Service (USPS) as 
follows: 

Mail Stop 

Commissioner for Patents 
P.O. Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 
or faxed to: 571-273-8300, (for formal communications intended for entry) 
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Or: 571-273-8300, (for informal or draft communications, and please label 
"PROPOSED" or "DRAFT") 
If no Mail Stop is indicated below, the line beginning Mail Stop should be omitted from the 
address. 

Effective January 14, 2005, except correspondence for Maintenance Fee payments, 
Deposit Account Replenishments (see 1.25(c)(4)), and Licensing and Review (see 37 CFR 5.1(c) 
and 5.2(c)), please address correspondence to be delivered by other delivery services (Federal 
Express (Fed Ex), UPS, DHL, Laser^ Action, Purolatef, etc.) as follows: 

U.S. Patent and Trademark Office 

Customer Window, Mail Stop 

Randolph Building 

Alexandria, VA 22314 
Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Qi Han whose telephone numbers is (571) 272-7604. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Thursday from 9:00 a.m. to 7:30 p.m. If 
attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, 
Richemond Dorvil, can be reached on (571) 272-7602. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Inquiries regarding the status of submissions 
relating to an application or questions on the Private PAIR system should be directed to the 
Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free) or 703-305-3028 between the 
hours of 6 a.m. and midnight Monday through Friday EST, or by e-mail at: ebc@uspto.gov. For 
general information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. 

QH/qh 
March 22007 



